Scholars often dismiss research in a particular discipline, specialty, or subspecialty as unproductive, describing such fields as "stagnant," "in the doldrums;' or "intellectual backwaters." That scholars so assess fields other than their own seems a natural result of disciplinary or specialty chauvinism. In this article we examine scholars' assessments of the vitality of current work in their own fields. We examine both individual-level and disciplinary factors that may produce perceptions that recent developments in one's discipline are pedestrian and uninteresting.
It is hardly a centary sine this new field of phenomena has been opened to scientific investigation. Scholars have installed themselves in theet, some here, some there, according to their tastes. Scattered over this wide surface, they have remained until the present too remote from one another to feel all the ties which unite them. (370) Hagstrom (1964 Hagstrom ( ,1965 developed this theory in his analysis of contemporary mathematics. Specifying anomie as "the loss of solidarity following a general breakdown in the exchange of information and recognition " (1964:187) , he claimed that mathematicians often do not see different lines of mathematical research as being closely related, and that mathematicians in a given research specialty often do not view accomplishments in other specialties as important to their own work. According to Hagstrom, this condition makes it difficult for mathematicians to obtain recognition for their research accomplishments, and they consequently often lose confidence in the importance of their research. This in turn can lead practitioners to believe that mathematical research is insignificant and to withdraw from it (see also Fischer 1967; Whitley 1984; Zetterberg 1967) .
More recently, Collins (1987) similarly analyzed perceptions that sociology is in the doldrums. Noting that the number of sociologists grew rapidly between the early 1960s and mid-1970s and that research specialization proceeded apace, Collins argued that these changes in the size and structure of their discipline made it more difficult for individual sociologists to achieve discipline-wide recognition for their research. According to Collins, during the 1980s these conditions led many sociologists to judge most sociological research as trivial and uninteresting and to believe that sociology was making little progress i A second possible source of pessimism about the intellectual state of one's field is low consensus -widespread disagreement on the relative importance of various research topics and on the theories and methods appropriate for studying a given topic. Hagstrom (1964) argued that, like anomie, lack of consensus often leads scholars to lose confidence in the value of their research because they receive little recognition for it. He claimed that this condition in turn fosters the belief that research in one's field is going nowhere. Thus, Hagstrom's discussion of social solidarity in scholarly disciplines implies that in addition to mathematics, which may be exceptional in having relatively high consensus and a high level of anomie (Hagstrom 1964; Hargens 1975) , disciplines with relatively low levels of consensus should exhibit considerable discontent about the state of recent scholarship.
Although both anomie and lack of consensus should produce pessimism about the state of one's field, the condition of anomie does not imply an actual lack of progress in one's field -overspecialized scholars may simply not perceive their field's progress (Collins 1987) . In contrast, fields characterized by low levels of consensus are unlikely to show the patterns of development that high-consensus fields exhibit. In the former, basic and prolonged disputes about the very foundations of a field mean that scholars' attentions do not get far beyond their fundamental differences. In the laffer, "normal science" traditions tend to produce competition for priority in publishing new findings and a sense that one's field is "on to something," both of which lead researchers to believe that they are producing cumulative knowledge (Kuhn 1962) .
In addition to these field-level sources of pessimism about inteIlectual progress in one's discipline, some observers have hypothesized individual-level causes. Most emphasize pessimism's role as an ego-defense mechanism. For example, Stinchcombe (1966) noted that scholarly research is a nonroutine activity that involves a significant degree of self-investment. Difficulties in performing research are often seen, both by oneself and others, as indicating that one is not quite up to the mark (see also Kuhn 1962:80) . Denigration of currently fashionable work in one's field is a form of "retreatism" (Merton 1938 ) that can insulate unproductive scholars from the unpleasant conclusion that their lack of productivity sterns from personal inadequacy. In addition to predicting that unproductive scholars are more likely than the productive to be pessimistic about the intellectual state of their field, this line of analysis suggests that older scholars are more likely to be pessimistic than younger scholars. For example, Hagstrom (1964) argued that older scholars are more likely to be associated with research topics that have declined in prestige, which should produce a positive relation between age and pessimism (see also McCormmach 1982) . Levin and Stephan (1989) pointed out that older scholars have less to gain than younger ones from keeping up with the newest research developments in their field, and this is another possible source of a positive association between age and disenchantment with recent developments in one's field.
We present our results in two stages. First, we consider disciplinary variation in scholars' assessments of recent research developments in their fields in order to (1) assess whether pessimistic assessments are more prevalent in anomic and low-consensus fields, and (2) determine if other characteristics of disciplines are associated with pessimism. Second, we treat the disciplinary characteristics identified in the first stage of the analysis as contextual variables (Slalock 1984) to determine whether they are associated with individuals' assessments of their field. In addition to examining some of the above hypotheses about individual-level variables that affect scholars' assessments, in this stage we determine if the field differences identified in the first stage are simply a function of compositional differences between fields.
Data and Methods
Our study uses data collected in 1984 under the auspices of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Learning. From a probability sample of 9,968 faculty members at U.S. institutions of higher education, 53% returned mailed questionnaires. A telephone survey of 399 nonrespondents found only modest differences between respondents and nonrespondents (Opinion Research Corporation 1984) , with respondents being slightly older, more likely to have Ph.D. degrees, and more oriented toward research. Because we seek to gauge opinion about current research developments, we restricted our analysis to tenure-track faculty at institutions that ordinarily expect faculty to be active researchers. Thus, our study is based on data from 3025 respondents at institutions the Carnegie Foundation classifies as research universities, doctoral granting universities, or comprehensive universities and colleges (Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education 1976).
The survey questionnaire contained two items tapping respondents' perceptions about recent developments in their field: (1) "Exciting developments are taking place in my field," and (2) "The new developments in my field are not very interesting to me."2 To both items respondents could "strongly agree," "agree with reservations," "disagree with reservations," or "strongly disagree"(scored 1 to 4). The correlation between the two items equals -.51. We created a summary index from them that weights each equally and has a mean of 0 and unit variance; those who are excited about recent developments in their field have high scores. This index, either as a field's average or as an individual respondent's score, is the dependent variable for our analyses, and we refer to it as the "index of excitement about recent developments."
We used respondents' departmental membership to determine their disciplinary affiliations. Since some of the departmental categories in the 1984 Carnegie survey were represented by only a few cases, we sometimes combined categories. For example, following Hagstrom (1974) , we combined bacteriology, molecular biology, virology, microbiology, and biochemistry into one category (experimental biology) and botany, anatomy, physiology, and zoology into a second (traditional biology); the survey also contained a general biology category. Similarly, we combined "dramatics and speech" and music into a performing arts category that is distinguished from other fine arts. We did not include some departmental categories with very few cases, such as industrial arts and library science, because there were no other sufficiently similar departmental categories. Our decisions produced a disciplinary classification system comprising 32 categories (listed in Table 2 ). The distribution of the numbers of cases for these categories is slightly positively skewed, with a median equal to 92.5 and a standard deviation of 48.6. Two fields have fewer than 30 cases: social work has 22 and educational administration 29.
Researchers who seek to measure disciplinary consensus may choose among several alternative conceptual approaches. These include "cognitive codification" (Zuckerman & Merton 1972) , "paradigm development" (Lodahl & Gordon 1972; Pfeffer et al. 1977 , Pfeffer & Moore 1980 , the "hard vs. soft" distinction (Biglan 1973a (Biglan , 1973b Storer 1967) , and "the structure of knowledge" (Schachter et al. 1991) 3 Although they emphasize slightly different facets of disciplines, these concepts all identify a dimension of variation that puts fields such as physics and chemistry toward one pole and the humanities and social sciences toward the other.4 Fields' positions on this dimension vary from measure to measure, however, and our analysis therefore examines five alternatives. The first is Biglan's hard/soft dichotomy, which he interpreted as indicating whether a field has relatively high consensus about content and method (Biglan 1973a) . Using data on perceptions of the similarity of fields, Biglan classified the natural sciences, engineering and mathematics as high-consensus fields and the social sciences and humanities as low-consensus fields (see Biglan 1973b) . 5 The second measure is an index of "perceived consensus" from the 1984 Carnegie survey. Following the same procedures we used to construct our index of excitement about recent developments, we combined responses to two questions: "In my field, most people agree on the standards of good scholarship," and "The faculty in my department have fundamental differences about the nature of the discipline" (see note 1). We then calculated field-specific means for each of the 32-field categories in our study. High scores on this variable indicate that respondents from a field are more likely to report high levels of agreement. The third measure is the average journal rejection rate in a field. Hargens (1988 Hargens ( , 1990 argued that variation in journal rejection rates should mirror variation in disciplinary consensus because journal rejection rates are primarily caused by disagreement between authors and referees about whether submissions should be published. We use the data on rejection rates reported in the most extensive study of field differences in rejection rates (Zuckerman & Merton 1971) . The fourth measure is Salancik, Staw and Pondy's "paradigm development" measure, which is a ranking of twenty fields on a composite of two items:
field-specific mean lengths of abstracts published in the 1975 Dissertation Abstracts and maximum course-chain lengths for departments at the University of Minois (Salancik, Staw & Pondy 1980) . Finally, we examined Ashar and Shapiro's "paradigm development" measure which combines three field-specific items: (1) mean abstract lengths from the 1980 Dissertation Abstracts, (2) mean dissertation page lengths, and (3) maximum course chains for departments at the University of Washington (Ashar & Shapiro 1990 ). The Salancik et al. and Ashar-Shapiro measures are rank orderings, with high scores indicating that a field is relatively low on paradigm development. Table 1 shows the correlations among these live measures. Aside from the large correlations between the journal rejection rates and (1) the Biglan dichotomy and (2) the Ashar-Shapiro measure-both based on only twelve cases -most of the correlations fall between .6 and .8. Factor analyzing these correlations produced a one-factor structure, with the three measures noted above having loadings higher than .9 and the other two measures having loadings of about .8. Thus, the correlations in Table 1 suggest that the Biglan dichotomy, average journal rejection rates, and Ashar-Shapiro scores measure variation in disciplinary consensus equally well. We chose the Biglan scores as our primary measure of disciplinary consensus on the basis of a practical advantage: its conceptual simplicity makes it easily applicable to fields that Biglan did not originally study and to combinations of fields such as those in our study. The other measures are more difficult to use for analyzing fields not included in the original studies (this is shown in Table 1 by the fairly small numbers of cases that are the basis for the correlations involving these measures). ' Although researchers have devoted considerable effort to measuring disciplinary variation in consensus, there have been no systematic attempts to measure disciplinary variation in anomie. Given the lack of such a measure for all fields, we cannot carry out a comprehensive test of the claim linking anomie and pessimism about a field's scholarly progress. As noted earlier, however, several studies have claimed that mathematics exhibits the overspecialization and lack of scholarly integration that Durkheim's original discussion of scholarly anomie described, and more recently some have argued that its growth during the late 1960s and 1970s led sociology to become anomic. It is therefore possible to carry out a partial test of the argument by determining whether, net of other variables, mathematicians and sociologists are more 
a Ns are in parentheses.
pessimistic about their fields than scholars in other fields. Note that a failure to find this pattern is not a definitive outcome because it may stem either from no relation between anomie and scholarly pessimism or from mathematics and sociology not being anomic fields.
Results

DISCIPLINE-LEVEL ANALYSES
We begin by examining the extent and correlates of disciplinary mean levels of excitement about recent developments. These means for the 32 fields in our study show that the field with the highest level of excitement is experimental biology (see Table 2 ). Its mean is approximately two-thirds of the individuallevel standard deviation above the overall mean on the excitement index. In contrast, the field with the lowest level of excitement, political science, has a mean that is approximately two-thirds of the individual-level standard deviation below the overall mean. To give a more concrete sense of the magnitude of this variation, we note that only 4% of the experimental biologists disagreed either strongly or with reservations with the statement "Exciting developments are taking place in my field;' whereas 41% of the political scientists did so. Thus, the fields in our analysis vary substantially in their members' level of excitement about recent developments in their discipline. We noted above that researchers have hypothesized that excitement about recent developments should be relatively low in anomic fields and in lowconsensus fields. To test these hypotheses we regressed the field-specific mean excitement scores on Biglan's hard/soft dichotomy and on a second binary variable coded one for mathematics and sociology and 0 for all other fields. Because the numbers of cases upon which the mean excitement scores are based vary substantially from field to field, the disturbance terms for the fields in our analysis are almost certainly heteroscedastic (Hanushek & Jackson 1977) . Consequently, ordinary least squares (OLS) estimates of regression coefficients are not the most efficient estimates, and OLS estimates of coefficient standard errors are incorrect. We therefore used weighted least squares (WLS) to estimate the regression equation, and the first two columns of Table 3 show the results of our analysis. Consistent with the hypotheses, the hard/soft dichotomy shows a significant positive partial association with the field-specific mean excitement scores and the mathematics/sociology binary variable shows a significant negative partial association. 7 These two simple variables account for 68% of the interdisciplinary variation in excitement scores. In order to determine if other field differences might account for or explicate these results, we carried out exploratory analyses that added variables to the two included in the first panel of Table 3 . We examined Biglan's (1973a Biglan's ( , 1973b ) pure/applied and life/nonlife dichotomies, a measure of fields' levels on a liberalism/conservatism scale (Ladd & Lipset 1972) , the sex composition of fields (Lomperis 1990) , the mean salaries for the fields (these data were obtained from the 1984 Carnegie survey), and respondents' average assessments of job conditions in their field (see note 1). We found that only Biglan's pure/applied dichotomy, and an interaction between this variable and his hard/soft dichotomy, significantly added to the explained variance; the other variables were insignificant both taken singly or in combination with other variables as interaction terms. The results for the model that incorporates these two additional terms are shown in the right-hand panel of Table 3 , and additional information on the nature of the interaction is given in Table 2 , which arrays the fields in each of the four categories defined by the hard/soft and pure/applied dichotomies. Turning first to the results in Table 3 , we note that the value of the intercept for this model equals the predicted mean score for fields that are coded 0 on all the other independent variables -in this case the soft-applied fields (for a discussion of the interpretation of binary variable coefficients in models such as the one being considered here, see Blalock 1972 ). This coefficient of -.06 does not differ significantly from the overall mean of 0. The coefficient for the pure-applied binary variable (-.23, t = -2.39) gives the differente between the predicted mean of the soft-pure and soft-applied fields and therefore tells us that scholars in soft-pure fields are markedly less excited about recent developments in their fields than scholars in soft-applied fields. The coefficient for the hard/soft binary variable (.36, t = 3.39) indicates that hard-applied fields have a predicted mean excitement score significantly greater than soft-applied fields. Finally, the coefficient for the hard/soft by pure/applied interaction term indicates that the effect of the pure-applied dichotomy differs significantly in hard and soft fields. Specifically, the coefficient of .35 (t = 2.49) tells us that the effect of being in a pure field is Iess negative in hard fields than in soft fields. In fact, in hard fields it is a slightly positive .12 and has a t value equal to 1.17 (this t value is not shown in Table 3 ). Thus, we may conclude that although the predicted mean excitement scores do not differ significantly between hard-pure and hardapplied fields, they do between soft-pure and soft-applied areas -see also the results given in Table 2 . All the results discussed above hold after controlling for the mathematics/sociology binary variable. We did not anticipate this interaction but offer an ad hoc interpretation. Scholars in soft-applied fields differ from those in soft-pure fields in having two potential audiences for their activities: their disciplinary colleagues and the clientele for their specialized services. In contrast, scholars in soft-pure fields have a single primary audience -their disciplinary colleagues. In low consensus (soft) fields, such as sociology and social work, scholars are often beset by doubts about whether their disciplines are really making progress, in part because low consensus means that they receive few rewards for their research efforts. But if they also deal with a clientele that seeks or values their professional advice, as can be true for scholars in social work, they may be optimistic about the state of their discipline despite Jack of agreement among their disciplinary colleagues over basic scholarly priorities. In contrast, scholars in high consensus (hard) fields such as physics and electrical engineering are relatively optimistic about scholarly progress, so the existence of a clientele for their services does not markedly enhance their perceptions of the state of their field.
Despite the presence of the hard/soft by pure/applied interaction, however, we note that the pure/applied differences encompassed by that interaction are smaller than the differences between the hard and soft fields (see the means for the four field-groups in the lower section of Table 2 ). In fact, disregarding mathematics/statistics, there is no overlap in the mean excitement scores of the fields in the two categories in Biglans hard-soft dichotomy; the lowest field in the hard group, agriculture, having a mean of .20 and the highest field in the soft group, psychology, having a mean of .14. In contrast, there is considerable overlap in the mean excitement scores of the soft-applied and soft-pure fields, and even more in the scores of the hard-pure and hard-applied fields. The general impression that the hard-soft distinction is the most important feature for explaining differences in field-specific mean excitement scores is buttressed by the relatively small, although statistically significant increase in the coefficient of determination that results when one adds the pure/applied and interaction terras to the regression equation (see Table 3 ). Table 3 also shows a large -almost one-half standard deviationnegative effect on scholarly excitement of being in mathematics/statistics or sociology. This result is consistent with the compound argument that (1) mathematics and sociology have relatively high levels of scholarly anomie and (2) anomie is associated with pessimistic assessments of scholarship in one's field. In the absence of a measure of overspecialization for all the fields in our analysis, however, it is possible that other characteristics of these two fields may account for the pessimism exhibited by their members. Thus, although our results are clearly consistent with the argument outlined above, they by no means provide conclusive evidence for it.
In sum, our discipline-level analyses indicate that fields vary substantially in the levels of excitement their members have about recent developments in their field. This variation is consistent with the hypotheses that low consensus and anomie both lower scholarly excitement -the hard/soft and mathematics/ sociology binary variables alone explain roughly 70% of the differences among the fields we studied. Our exploratory analyses of other possible causes of the interdisciplinary variation in excitement about recent developments also revealed a hard/soft by pure/applied interaction wherein members of softapplied fields were significantly more excited than members of soft-pure fields, but members of hard-pure and hard-applied fields did not differ significantly. Within the context of this interaction, however, differences between pure and applied fields tend to be smaller than differences between hard and soft fields. Other dimensions of disciplinary variation that we examined, such as average assessments of job conditions, do not show independent associations with mean levels of scholarly excitement.
CONTEXTUAL ANALYSES
The disciplinary differences identified thus far may convey a misleading picture of the extent and sources of scholarly excitement if individual-level variables significantly affect scholars' assessments of their fields' vitality. For example, if older scholars tend to be less excited about recent developments and if fields differ in their age structures, fields with larger proportions of old scholars will tend to have lower mean levels of excitement than those with smaller proportions. Analyses that focus only on fields neglect the effects of such individuallevel variables and may exaggerate the effects of aggregate-level variables on an aggregate-level dependent variable (Blalock 1984 ).
We noted above that two individual-level variables, age and scholarly productivity, are hypothetically associated with excitement about recent developments in one's field. Unlike age, scholarly productivity is not clearly causally prior to such excitement; low scholarly productivity may foster pessimism about the state of one's field, but such pessimism may also foster low productivity. In the absence of longitudinal data on these and other relevant variables, we cannot assess the relative strength of these two possible causal influences. However, by including scholarly productivity in an analysis of how individual and disciplinary variables affect excitement, we assign causal priority to the effect of productivity on pessimism and, as a result, tend to underestimate the contextual effects of disciplinary characteristics on individuals' excitement about recent developments in their fields. We examined two measures of recent scholarly productivity that the 1984 Carnegie survey included: "How many books or monographs have you published or edited, alone or in collaboration?" and "How many of your professional writings have been published or accepted for publication in the last two years?" Only the second item had a statistically significant association with excitement, so we chose it for our analyses.8
We also examined other possible individual-level variables in the Carnegie Survey that might affect scholars' excitement about recent developments: sex, race, mothers' and fathers' educational attainments, marital status, religious identification, religiosity, political orientation, rank, percentages of time spent on various professional activities (classroom instruction, administration, research), and assessment of job conditions in one's field. 9 Of these variables, only sex showed a statistically significant partial association with excitement, with women being significantly more excited about the state of their fields than men. This finding is consistent with studies of job satisfaction in the general population that find that, net of various job characteristics, women are more satisfied with their jobs than men. Hodson (1989) suggested that women may be more positive about their jobs in part because they compare their work to household work, whereas men compare their jobs to jobs other men hold. Similarly, the tenure-track academie women included in our sample may be more optimistic about the vitality of their fields in part because they may compare their experiences to those of nontenure track and even nonacademic women. io Table 4 (see left-hand panel) shows the results of regressing the excitement measure on the individual-level independent variables that either previous theory or our exploratory analyses identified. Age and publication productivity have statistically significant partial regression coefficients in the predicted directions, and the standardized coefficients indicate that the independent effect of publication productivity is greater than those of the other two independent variables. Although the effects of all these variables are statistically significant, as a set they account for only 3% of the variance in individuals' excitement scores.
Adding field characteristics to the individual-level variables in Table 4 complicates statistical estimation because it is reasonable to expect the presence of both individual-level and group-level disturbance terms (Goldstein 1987) . For our analyses, we modeled multilevel effects using an approach represented by:
YY^=11 00 +ij 01 Gj + i 0 X^f +(a^+c ji ) where Yj f is the value of a dependent variable for the ith individual in the jth group, Gj is a group-level characteristic for the jth group, is an independent variable for the ith individual in the jth group, a^ is a group-level disturbance term for the jth group, and eik is an individual-level disturbance term (models with more than one independent variable at either the group or individual levels are a straightforward extension of this formula). This variance-components model (Mason et al.1984) specifies that the effect of the individual-level independent variable is constant across groups. We did not hypothesize interaction effects between individual-level and group-level independent variables, and exploratory analyses failed to reveal any. We used the PANEL subprogram within the LIMDEP statistical package (Greene 1990 ) to obtain EGLS estimates of the coefficients in our multilevel model. The right-hand panel of Table 4 gives the results of adding the four disciplinary-level variables identified in the previous section to the analysis. All of these variables have statistically significant effects on the excitement scores, and the signs and sizes of their coefficients are the same as those in the discipline-level analyses. Thus, the pattern of results shown in Table 3 for the discipline-level analysis also holds at the individual level. All three of the individual-level variables continue to have statistically significant partial effects on the excitement scores, and their signs are the same as in the left panel of Table 4 . Only the effect of publication productivity changes much when one adds the discipline-level variables to the equation, 11 indicating that the discipline-level variables do not play a significant role as intervening variables in the relationships between the individual-level variables and the excitement scores.
As a set, the contextual characteristics represented by the four disciplinarylevel variables account for much more of the variance in the excitement scores than the three individual-level variables. Although we do not report it in Table  4 , we also regressed individuals' excitement scores on the three individual-level independent variables and a set of 31 dummy variables representing the 32 fields in our analysis. The coefficient of determination for this analysis equalled .14, indicating that the four contextual variables included in the right-hand panel of Table 4 account for approximately 70% ([.11 -.03]/[.14 -.03]) of the total between-discipline variation in individual excitement scores. This estimate is almost identical to that given by the discipline-level analysis shown in Table 3 .
In sum, we identified three individual-level variables from the Carnegie survey that show significant associations with individual scholars' excitement about recent developments in their fields: age, sex, and scholarly productivity. By regressing individuals' excitement scores on the field characteristics identified in the previous section and these three individual-level variables, we have shown that compositional differences among fields in the individual-level variables cannot account for the results shown in Table 2 .
Prospects for Change
To what extent can we expect the general pattern of disciplinary differences reported in this article to persist? At first glance, the results in Table 4 seem to suggest that changes in the age and sex composition of fields could alter the pattere. Specifically, one would expect excitement to increase as the professonate in a given field becomes younger or feminizes. The coefficients in the second column of Table 4 , however, imply that foreseeable changes in these two variables are unlikely to alter the pattern markedly.
Let us begin by considering the change in excitement that would result from a substantial shift in the age structure of a field. It is difficult to imagine the mean age of faculty in a field decreasing by much more than ten years. This was the overall increase brought about by the aging of the 1960s cohorts of new faculty between 1970 and 1990 (Cartter 1972) , and even if a field experienced massive hiring of new Ph.D: s, the resulting reduction in the mean age of faculty would be unlikely to fall much below its overall level in 1970 (39 years). According to the coefficient for age in Table 4 , a ten-year decrease in a field's mean faculty age would increase the average excitement level of those in the field by only .06 of a standard deviation in the standardized excitement scores (.06 = -10 x -.006), a trivial proportion of the total range of those scores.
Similarly, we may ask what increase in the proportion of faculty who are female would be needed to produce a given change in a field's excitement level. To increase a field's average excitement score by only one-tenth of the standard deviation, the number of faculty who are female wold have to increase by 48 percentage points according to the results in Table 4 (.1 = .48 x .209). Thus, a field in which women are 25% of the current graduate faculty would need to become 73% female to increase excitement by even this modest degree (note that the difference between the mean excitement score for soft-pure and soft-applied fields is approximately .3 standard deviation). Such an increase is implausible because few fields now have women earning 48% of new Ph.D.'s, much less 48% more than the proportion of current faculty who are women (Lomperis 1990; Ransom 1990) .
Thus, foreseeable changes in the age and sex composition of individual disciplines are unlikely to alter the general disciplinary differences we report in this article. Note, however, that the recent feminization of college and university faculty has been greatest in fields in the soft category (Lomperis 1990) . If women continue to be more optimistic about the vitality of their fields than men, the differences in average excitement between hard and soft fields should narrow slightly.
Theoretically, at least, changes in scholars' excitement about recent work in their discipline would also result if disciplines shifted substantially on the hard/soft dimension. According to the usual interpretation of the dimension, such a shift would result from major changes in the level of consensus exhibited by scholars in a field. However, most investigators view a field's position on this dimension as very stable. The limited evidence on the question focuses on scholars' assessments of their fields rather than measuring global changes in consensus, and suggests that the scholars' perceptions about the vitality of their fields have been stable over at least the past thirty years. Specifically, in the late 1950s Berelson surveyed graduate faculty at U.S. universities and of recent recipients of the doctorate, asking them to rate "the current state of your discipline -its intellectual vigor, development, progress, etc." Although disciplinary categories vary from those used in this study, and although Berelson did not report the numbers of cases upon which his results were based, he found that physical and biological scientists were substantially more likely to describe the state of their fields as "very satisfactory" than social scientists and humanists (Berelson 1960 ). This suggests that there has been little field mobility on the hard/soft dimension during the last thirty years, and we see little reason to expect significant mobility during the next thirty.
We believe that the general patterns reported in this article will continue to characterize scholars' assessments of the vitality of their fields. Ceteris paribus, compositional changes in the age and sex structure of academia may produce slightly more optimistic assessments overall and may slightly reduce differences between fields, but the general pattern of substantial differences between the natural sciences, on the one hand, and the social sciences and humanities, on the other, are likely to persist.
Conclusions
Two implications of our study are (1) a technical lesson for future research and (2) promising substantive extensions. We discuss these in turn. On the technical level, previous studies have used a variety of measures to capture interdisciplinary variation on what appears to be a single dimension that has been labeled as "consensus," "paradigm development," and "codification." Our data not only show a strong association between Biglan's hard/soft dichotomy and average disciplinary excitement scores, they also indicate that the dichotomy tends to be more highly correlated with the excitement scores than other measures of the dimension. Thus, Biglan's simple distinction appears to capture much of the reliable variation on the dimension. This suggests that fields tend to form clusters toward the two ends of the dimension rather than being distributed across its entire range. The journal rejection rates Zuckerman and Merton (1971) reported show a similar pattern -only three of the 16 fields they studied showed rejection rates in the middle third of the possible range. U If fields are concentrated in two clusters, measures of the dimension should reflect this property. Our results therefore suggest that measurement procedures that do not yield this kind of clustering, such as rank-orderings of disciplines, distort the underlying phenomenon.
Substantively, our results support claims that high scholarly anomie and low levels of disciplinary consensus produce pessimistic assessments of the vitality of one's field. Indeed, one can predict most of the interdisciplinary variation in excitement with these two dimensions. However, our data do not allow us to specify the precise mechanisms that produce the interdisciplinary variation, and other variables, instead of or in addition to consensus and anomie, may play a role. Any alternative explanations need to account for two features of disciplinary differences in pessimism about one's field: their substantial magnitude and their apparent stability for over thirty years. Determining the precise causes of the field differences in excitement should therefore provide insights into major features of the differentiation of contemporary scholarship.
We know little about the consequences of disciplinary variation in excitement. Some of these consequences probably contribute to the pessimism in low-consensus fields such as sociology and political science. For example, scholars in these fields often advocate critical commentary and debate over fundamental issues as a means of generating interest and excitement (Fuchs 1992; e.g., see Form 1987) . But public expressions of disagreement over basic issues may convince members of such fields that, in the long run, theirs is a futile enterprise (Turner 1989) . Thus, some strategies for reducing scholarly pessimism may perpetuate it.
In times of increasing financial pressure, low levels of excitement about scholarly progress may handicap fields in the competition for external research funds and internat institutional support. The physical and biological sciences have long enjoyed substantially higher levels of external research funding than the social sciences and humanities (Liebert 1976) , and differences between these disciplinary groups may widen if, as some have advocated, future funds are tied more closely to assessments of whether fields have demonstrated progress (Hilts 1993) . Similarly, substantial pessimism among a field's practitioners is likely to hinder a department in competing for institutional support. In a study of a university's retrenchment decisions, Ashar and Shapiro (1990) found that although their measure of paradigm development did not have a statistically significant independent effect on which departments sustained the largest cuts, it had substantial correlations with factors -such as professional productivity and amount of extramural funding -that did.
Insofar as scholarly pessimism becomes a criterion on which administrative decisions about resources are based, these decisions may have a feedback effect on scholarly pessimism. This could create a self-fulfilling prophecy in which fields having members who are discouraged about their relative progress become increasingly pessimistic because they are frequently targeted for cuts. Net of changes produced by the compositional trends discussed above, the emergence of such a feedback loop would widen the already substantial disciplinary differences in assessments of scholarly progress. Notes 1. Recent discussions of sociology and mathematics, including Collins's, refer to "fragmentation" and "disintegration" rather than "anomie" (Fuchs 1992 (Fuchs , 1993 Turner 1989; Whitley 1984) . Authors' reticence to use Durkheim's term sterns from their interpretation of anomie as necessarily involving high levels of personal and social dislocation (Whitley 1984:192-93 ). We do not hold this position and believe it useful to return to the original Durkheim/Hagstrom specification of anomie as inadequately integrated specialization. 2. We chose these two items on the basis of a factor analysis of nine measures of scholars' perceptions about their fields. The factor analysis produced three orthogonal factors, and these two measures had the highest loadings (.79 and -.82) on the first factor. A third item, "my field is too research oriented" had a moderate loading of .54 on this factor. Two measures of scholars' perceptions of disagreement in their field ("In my field, most people agree on the standards of good scholarship" and "The faculty in my department have fundamental differences about the nature of the discipline") had the highest loadings, .76 and -.70, on the second factor. The third factor was dominated by two items that tap scholars' perceptions of job conditions: "During the past two or three years financial support for work in my discipline has become harder to obtain" and "In my department tenure is now more difficult to achieve than it was live years ago." These items had loadings of .77 and .73 on the third factor. Given the nature of the items that load on the first factor, we believe that it taps scholars' perceptions of the vitality of recent research in their field. 3. Our references for each of these concepts constitute only a small fraction of the articles that could be cited. We seek to give the reader an idea of some of the early empirical uses of each concept, not to provide comprehensive bibliographies. For an integrative discussion of these concepts and their associated literatures, see Becher (1989) . 4. Some have questioned the claim that disciplines vary in "consensus," "paradigm development," or "cognitive codification" (e.g., Cole 1983; Knorr-Cetina 1981) . Although they differ in their details, these arguments suggest that previous researchers measures of consensus are invalid. Our study thus can be viewed in part as a construct validation study. By examining the association between a measure of consensus and scholars' pessimism about the state of their field, we simultaneously assesses (1) the putative link between consensus and pessimism and (2) the adequacy of the measure of the consensus. If we find no association we cannot determine whether either of these two elements, or both, are responsible. Finding the predicted association, however, lends support to both elements. 5. Biglan, whose classification system has been used extensively in studies of academic scholarship (Bayer 1987) , identified three dimensions of interdisciplinary variation: hard/soft, pure/applied, and life/nonlife. The analysis we report below indicates that the first two of these dimensions affect scholars' excitement about recent developments in their fields. Not all of the fields in our study were included in Biglan's study; examples include nursing, home economics, law and social work. We classified these fields according to criteria such as the university unit in which they are typically found. The results of our classification are shown in Table 2 . In one case we changed Biglan's classification of a field. Biglan (1973b) classified economics as a soft-applied field even though the results in Biglan (1973a:198) indicate it should be classified as soft-pure. In our analysis we therefore assigned it to the latter category. 6. For example, although Ashar and Shapiro presented scores for 40 fields and our classification includes 32, we were able to construct matches for only 18 because (1) some of our categories include several fields Ashar and Shapiro distinguished (e.g., our "foreign languages' category includes five departments identified by Ashar and Shapiro); (2) some of the fields in our classification were not present in the Ashar and Shapiro study (e.g., business, social work, medicine); and (3) some of Ashar and Shapiro's fields were absent from the Carnegie survey (e.g., women s studies, international studies, computer literature). In the case of (1), we constructed matches by computing the mean Ashar-Shapiro score for the fields included in a given Carnegie category. 7. In an analysis not reported in Table 3 we examined the zero-order associations between the field-specific mean excitement scores and each of the consensus measures in Table 1 ; we also regressed the excitement scores on all of these consensus measures simultaneously. We found that the hard/soft dichotomy had both the largest zero-order association and the largest partial regression coefficient. 8. The response categories for this variable were none, 1 or 2,3 or 4,5 to 10, and more than 10. The Carnegie survey scored these categories as 0 through 5. We experimented in our analyses with using the midpoints of these intervals, estimating the midpoint of the open-ended upper interval, and found that the midpoint-based scores were highly positively skewed and had lower correlations with other variables than the original scores the survey assigned. We therefore used the latter in our analyses. However, the substantive conclusions of our analyses are the same regardless of which scaling one chooses. 9. In addition, we tested whether age had a nonlinear effect on excitement about recent developments by adding age squared to an equation containing only age and sex. Because the coefficient for age squared was not statistically significant, we included only age in our individual-level regressions. 10. Several colleaguès have suggested that women s greater excitement about recent developments in their fields may only be present in the social sciences and humanities, where feminist perspectives have flourished in recent years. To test this, we included a sex by hard/soft interaction term in our analysis, but found that it was small in magnitude and statistically insignificant. Thus the women s greater optimism appears to be present in all fields. 11. This happens because fields differ in their average publication rates, with hard-pure fields having higher rates than other fields. Had we followed the usual practice of converting our publication productivity measure to field-specific standard scores (Hargens & Hagstrom 1983) , there would have been no change in the measured effect of publication productivity between the left and right panels of Table 4 . Not standardizing our publication productivity measure tends to minimize the effects of our study's contextual variables.
12. Zuckerman and Merton (1971) noted that one of these, anthropology, is a hybrid field comprised of subfields with disparate rejection rates.
